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Minutes

Administrative Matters

Dale told us that Aynur Unal of E2open wants to participate in our committee as a member and be listed retroactively on the membership roster based on her attendance (via telephone) at the first F2F, although she was not captured on the attendance list.  Tony F. moved to accept the fact that she attended the F2F, count her as a member based on that, and follow the OASIS process regarding subsequent meetings. Tony W. seconded, and the motion was approved without objection.

EbXML 1.0 Specification

Dale raised the question of moving the ebXML 1.0 spec through the OASIS approval process.  Based on the understanding that OASIS approval is not automatic, Marty moved that we not submit version 1.0 for the standard OASIS approval process, but get version 1.1 out as quickly as we can.  Tony W. seconded.  In discussion, Dale stated that version 1.1 is scheduled for 1Q02 and that we’ll try to hit the early part of that target.  Karsten asked why we would not submit 1.0 and didn’t understand, if 1.0 was approved by ebXML, why it would not be automatically approved by OASIS.  Tony W. felt that going through the process could significantly distract our team from working on version 1.1 and said that people can certainly choose to use the 1.0 spec in the mean time.  Jamie mentioned that OASIS seems intent on requiring us to follow their process, and that several implementers must state that they’re using 1.0.  Marty said that the necessary three implementers had been identified.  He asked if Edifecs (one of the three) was still on board.  Tony W. replied that he’s no longer in a position to speak for Edifecs.  Kartha said that we may not one to push 1.0 if we believe it has any major holes.  Dale thought it safe to say that 1.0 is not fully implementable.  Arvola pointed out that the Messaging committee is not putting their 1.0 spec through the OASIS process.  Karsten felt we should lobby the OASIS board to retroactively accept the 1.0 specs.  Dale called for a vote on Marty’s motion.  It passed with all in favor, except that Karsten abstained.

Karsten moved that we, through whatever channels we have, lobby the OASIS board specifically on behalf of CPP/CPA, but in general on behalf of all approved specifications that OASIS took over from the joint ebXML initiative, that they be simply grand-fathered in as approved OASIS specifications.  Brian seconded the motion.  In discussion, Karsten clarified that committee members with direct access to a board member should approach that board member to make sure it gets on the board’s agenda.  In addition, he felt that our chair (Dale) should make a specific request on behalf of our committee.  Jamie pointed out that a new invitation was sent out for OASIS CPPA committee members, so from OASIS’ point of view, the output of ebXML excluded the input of those who didn’t see fit to join until the specification came over from OASIS.  Tim thought the motion could put the board in an awkward position, e.g., Intel has member on board and didn’t have input during the ebXML initiative. Jamie responded that OASIS should accept not only ownership but responsibility from its joint sponsorship of ebXML, and it should accept the fact that those who didn’t show up for the first 18 months of ebXML chose not to.  He did note that companies who didn’t participate might say they expected a separate approval process in OASIS.  Dale didn’t see too much importance in approving the 1.0 spec [at OASIS] other than for archival purposes, since we have loose ends and gaps to fix.  Jamie suggested that by taking this step we might be asked:  “Do you really believe in the 1.0 spec?”  Tony F. thought that the joint management board should take up the ebXML specifications all together.  Tony W. pointed out that ebXML executives promised to have both OASIS and UN/CEFACT publish the approved specification verbatim.  Jamie responded that if publication is interpreted differently from approval, they have already published the specs on the web and a book is forthcoming.  Karsten offered a supporting reason for his motion: he’d like to see OASIS approval for the 1.0 spec in case this committee can’t agree on a 1.1 spec or the board for some reason doesn’t want to support it, or the follow up discussion results in a further delay of 1.1.  Tim interpreted the motion as saying that we as a group don’t think the OASIS process is worth the effort, but we’re telling the board to circumvent the process and blanket-accept the spec, and he asked why then should the board think it would be worth their time?  Jamie suggested that the previous 18-month process should be a sufficient substitute in terms of public solicitation of comments.  Marty pointed out that it won’t do much good unless other the BPSS and messaging teams want to participate in the process – we need all three specs approved, otherwise it won’t make sense.  Tony F. reminded us that BPSS is not an OASIS spec, and Karsten followed up that OASIS can’t make BPSS an OASIS spec since its not in their domain.  Jamie offered an amendment, accepted by Karsten, that we think all the ebXML 1.0 approved specs ought to be appropriately grandfathered by both organizations and that we’d like both boards and the management committee to take that up and get back to us on how to do that.  The motion passed as amended.  Those in favor were Brian, David S., Engkee, Jamie, Karsten, Kevin, Kartha, Pete W., and Tony F.  Abstaining were Arvola, Dale, Himagiri, Jean, Marty, Peter O., Tim and Tony W.  Dale will inquire with OASIS at the next meeting he has with them.

Dale told us that by the time of the F2F we have to establish a version 1.1 authoring team, considering the deadline at the end of January.  He expects people to look at their schedules see if they can commit some portion of their time.  We’ll also need editing and review.  The team structure is to be determined at the next F2F. 
Committees

Messaging

Arvola reported that David Burdett has published their issues list.  They’ve focused on four issues related to reliable messaging and essentially have agreement on two: not to rename the Via element and to divorce the DeliveryReceipt element from reliable messaging, so that delivery receipts can be used with or without reliable messaging.  The two other issues are moving the ackRequested attribute into a separate SOAP block, and syncReply as a separate SOAP block (to be discussed at their F2F).  They will also discuss whether they should be doing retries if a delivery receipt is not received in time.  receipt not received in time (also to be discussed at their F2F).

Security

Tim noted that NRR is tied up in the delivery receipt mechanism.  Dale asked if delivery receipts are necessary for end-to-end NRR.  Arvola answered yes, and if intermediaries are involved, the Acknowledgement element must be used. 

BPSS

Karsten wanted to clarify his role – he can serve as liaison to ebTWG for BPSS when it’s approved, but not for other BP-related proposals now under review.  Dale will ask for summaries at the F2F.  Brian stated that Commerce One needs to follow BPML and Marty said that he can provide input on web services.

Negotiation

Marty plans to integrate comments into their existing draft, send it out, and arrange for conference calls among the sub-team.

Conclusion

Dale called for a motion to adjourn, which was offered by Tim, seconded by Peter O. and approved without opposition.

Next Meeting

There will be a non-voting meeting next week on Thursday, September 20, 11:00 am – 12:00 pm Eastern time (USA).

Metadata

Please send additions and corrections to Tony Weida (TonyW@edifecs.com).

Respectfully Submitted,

Tony Weida

